We present normative data for bipartite displays used to investigate high-level contributions to 26 object perception in general and to figure-ground perception in particular. In these vertically-27 elongated displays, two equal-area regions of different luminance abut a central, articulated, 28 vertical border. In Intact displays, a portion of a mono-oriented well-known ("familiar") object is 29 sketched along one side of the border; henceforth the "critical side." The other side is the 30 "complementary side." We measured inter-subject agreement among 32 participants regarding 31 objects depicted on the critical and complementary sides of the borders of Intact displays and 32 two other types of displays: upright and inverted Part-Rearranged displays. The parts on the 33 critical side of the border are the same in upright Intact and Part-Rearranged displays but 34 spatially rearranged into a new configuration in the latter. Inter-subject agreement is taken to 35 index the extent to which a side activates traces of previously seen objects near the central 36 border. We report normative data for 288 regions near the central borders of 144 displays 37 (48/type) and a thorough description of the image features. This set of stimuli is larger than an 38 older "Object Memory Effects on Figure Assignment" (OMEFA) set. This new OMEFA-II set of 39 high-resolution displays is available online (https://osf.io/j9kz2/). NORMATIVE DATA FOR OMEFA-II 3 40
the 12 programs in each of the two groups, every stimulus was shown equally often in each of its 158 three display types, and within display type, equally often with the critical sides in black/white 159 and on the left/right. 160 Eligible participants could access only one program per group. Each program was viewed 161 by 8 participants and participants never viewed the same stimulus more than once. In total, 32 162 participants provided up to three responses for each of the critical and complementary sides of 163 each configuration of each source stimulus. Of the 174 participants, 156 completed one program 164 and provided responses for 24 of the bipartite stimuli; 18 participants completed two programs 165 (in different groups) and provided responses for all 48 stimuli (16 of each type, no overlap in 166 source stimulus). 167 Participants had up to one hour to complete the experiment (see footnote 2). Participants 168 had to click a button to advance through the programs which were segmented into pages. The 169 first page was a consent form that was approved by the Human Subjects Protections Program at 170 the University of Arizona. Participants could continue onto the rest of the program only after 171 they indicated that they had read the consent form and agreed to participate in the experiment. 172 The second page was an instruction page. The instructions showed a sample trial, and informed 173 participants to use the three response boxes on the right and left sides of the screen to list up to 174 three familiar objects resembled by the corresponding regions of the bipartite display.
Intact version of the source stimulus "guitar" sketched in black on the left of the central border. Six response boxes 181 were provided (three per side). They used these boxes to list any familiar objects resembled by each side of the 182 stimulus. A button labelled 'Next Trial' would lead them to the next trial when they were ready.
184
After the instructions, participants completed 26 experimental trials: 24 trials with 185 bipartite displays and two attention check trials. Of the 24 trials with bipartite displays, eight 186 trials tested each of the three configuration types (upright Intact, upright Part-Rearranged, 187 inverted Part-Rearranged). For each display type, the critical side was equally likely to be black 188 or white, and located on the left or right within each program. On the two attention check trials, 189 the bipartite stimulus was replaced with a white box. Inside the white box were written 190 instructions on how to respond (e.g., "please write 'fear' in the top left and right box"). The 191 attention check trials were included to make sure that participants were performing the task. If 
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Responses were compiled across 32 participants (up to 96 responses per side given that participants could make up to three responses per side). Next, scorers cleaned up typing/spelling 204 errors (e.g., consolidating 'trumpet' and 'trumpit') and grouped responses that seemed to denote 205 similar object categories (e.g., 'clarinet' and 'trumpet' were grouped into single category 206 response for the "Trumpet" source stimulus). These groupings were the basis for the inter-subject 207 agreement scores (see below). Because participants differed in the level of specificity with which 208 they identified objects resembled by the stimuli, responses made by different subjects were 209 considered the same if they labeled the same basic-level object with a different name. For 210 example, the responses 'dwelling' and 'house' made by different participants were both taken as 211 evidence that the House source stimulus had been recognized at the basic level. If a single 212 participant made two responses that were synonymous for a given region (i.e., 'house' and 
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The best fitting object category perceived for a given side of the border of a given Rearranged displays, this would be a comparison between the 13 and 31 displays for which the 405 largest percentage of participants did and did not identify the source stimulus). Previous studies 406 have shown that the critical side of the border is substantially and significantly less likely to be 407 perceived as the figure in Upright Part-Rearranged displays than Upright Intact displays (e.g.,
408
[13, 16, 18-20]). Yet none of those experiments used the large set of stimuli normed here that 409 affords a sensitive analysis of differences within the set of Upright Part-Rearranged displays 410 based on whether diagnostic parts supported identification of the source stimulus. (We note that 411 13 of the 18 stimuli for which inter-subject agreement was highest that the critical side of the 412 border resembled the source object category are new stimuli that were not previously normed.)
413
Some of the interpretations that garnered >25% agreement were landscape features rather 414 than objects. A small percentage of similar responses was observed in previous norming studies, 415 but they did not exceed 25% agreement. It could be interesting to test whether, for an equivalent 
